The taxonomic history of the Trans-Pecos species of Philadelphus is checkered, to say the least. Rydberg (1905) provided the first comprehensive treatment of the genus for the region positioning it in the family Hydrangeaceae; this recently confirmed by DNA data (Soltis and Soltis, 1997 ). Yet, in spite of his splintering proclivities, he recognized only a single species for Trans-Pecos, Texas, P. serpyllifolius. Correll and Johnston (1970) and Johnston (1988) , accepting Hu's (1954 Hu's ( -1956 highly abiological treatment of the group, recognized nine species for Trans-Pecos, Texas: Philadelphus argenteus Rydb., P. argyrocalyx Wooton Powell (1998) , but with the admonition that "The Trans-Pecos species of Philadelphus require further study in support of the work by Hu (1954-56) ."
For the Atlas of the Vascular Plants of Texas (Turner et al., 2003) I had to review anew the status of Philadelphus in Texas. Unfortunately, the present study was incomplete at the time of the Atlas' preparation and I had to incorporate into it a ten-LUNDELLIA 9: 34-40. 2006 tative treatment compiled from the work of yet others. Were I to re-map the treatment based upon my own studies, I would recognize but three species in the Trans-Pecos region as follows:
KEY TO THE TRANS-PECOS SPECIES OF PHILADELPHUS This variety is known in its typical form only from specimens obtained from the upper slopes of Mt. Livermore. Hitchcock (1943) proposed the taxon with the following comment: "The status of this entity is puzzling." He further noted that it was likely closely related to Philadelphus argyrocalyx and/or P. argenteus, "but the pubescence of the calyx and leaves is so unique that it cannot be combined with either. Hu (1954-56) elevated the taxon to specific rank but confounded its descriptive parameters and geographic boundaries with the addition of three problematic collections from the Santa Catalina Mts. of southeastern Arizona, one of these (Hinckley 50) is a citation error. The Hinckley specimen is actually from Mt. Livermore, DECEMBER, 2006 Texas, as cited by Hitchcock (1943) . I take the two Arizona specimens (the Hinckley collections excluded) to be atypical forms. of P. microphyllus var. microphyllus.
Whether Philadelphus crinitus is deserving of formal nomenclatural recognition is moot. It is superficially similar to P. serpyllifolius in that the dense, often tangled vestiture of the undersurfaces of its leaves suggest the latter, as noted by Hitchcock; he also noted that "Since the flowers are so alike those of the other subspecies of P. microphyllus [namely P. m. subsp. argenteus and P. m. subsp. argyrocalyx] there is not an adequate basis for according the plant specific recognition." I have not maintained its specific or subspecific status because of the variability of its leaf vestiture, as noted above.
2c. PHILADELPHUS MICROPHYLLUS var. MICROPHYLLUS
This is the most widespread, commonly encountered variety of Philadelphus microphyllus occurring in the Trans-Pecos (Fig.  2) . As noted in the above, Hitchcock (1943) recognized nine infraspecific categories within P. microphyllus, the oldest name within the complex concerned, the type collected by Fendler near Santa Fe, New Mexico in 1847. Hitchcock also provided a relatively crude map showing the distribution of these taxa in the southwestern U.S.A. and Mexico. With the exception of several dubious mostly Mexican taxa, it is likely that some of these are worthy of varietal recognition in that they appear to have some degree of morpho-geographical differentiation, and from his account and that of Hu, tend to intergrade with contiguous infraspecific elements. Holmgren and Holmgren (1997) , however, recognized P. microphyllus "as one variable complex ranging from the southern Rocky Mountains to northern Mexico and west to California," noting that "The differences [among the infraspecific categories] are not at all constant and bear no correlation with geographical distribu- ----- Philadelphus texensis, sensu Hu (1954-56, in part), is sympatric with P. ernestii S.Y. Hu, the latter also confined to central Texas. The latter species is readily distinguished from the former by the vestiture on the under surfaces of its leaves, these lacking the frizzy hairs characteristic of P. serpyllifolius. Except for this singular feature the two species are very similar.
3b. PHILADELPHUS SERPYLLIFOLIUS var. SERPYLLIFOLIUS
The type of Philadelphus serpyllifolius ( C. Wright 1100, GH) is from the upper part of Limpia Canyon, Jeff Davis Co., Texas, first collected in 1851 and lectotypified by Hu .
The species is relatively common in volcanic soils of the Davis Mts. (Fig. 3 ) , but is not known to occur in calcareous soils, as noted under the discussion of Philadelphus serpyllifolius var. intermedius. Philadelphus serpyllifolius has been said to occur in New Mexico, but such records are probably based upon type material collected by C. Wright from Trans-Pecos, Texas.
Finally, I view the term subspecies as a clustering category and/or an infraspecific category to denote degree of biological differentiation, much as the term subgenus is used for generic classificatory purposes (cf. Turner and Nesom, 2000) . Varieties are usually viewed as closely related allopatric populational categories that intergrade over a relatively short distance near or in regions of contact. Further, varieties do not normally grow together, for allopatric infraspecific intergradation is a populational phenomenon, as clearly noted by Turner ( 1956 Turner ( , 1984 ) and yet others.
